Taking the example of leisure in rural Scotland this article makes a call for a renewed appreciation of a radical rural and a subsequent recognition of the potential for quiet politics. In doing so it addresses the overlooked, yet potentially progressive, even radical, nature of 'out-dwelling' as a political endeavour. These 'out-dwellings' are twofold, encompassing the distinct yet complementary cultures of Huts and Bothies in rural Scotland. There is within these cultures a rising tide of discontent with contemporary society and a subsequent push for change. These political eruptions emphasise the spatial politics of everyday leisure and land where alterity to the imagined geography of a static, wild, romantic Scotland, driven by the landedestates, emerges as a key driver for change. This argument for a radical rural will be structured around four themes; political 'out-dwelling', transgressive mobility, conspicuous consumption and land ownership. 
Introduction
Everyday life has, for some decades now, been understood as potently political. The radical turn to the everyday, driven by the Lefebvrian understanding of the seemingly 'trivial' as the ultimate space for resistance (2014) and re-enforced by De Certeau's (1988) belief in the power of individual everyday actions, has highlighted that the everyday is not an 'obscure background' (De Certeau, 1988:xi) . Rather it is a crucial stage for the remaking of social life. It is subsequently understood that the taken for granted everyday hides within it a 'politics of possibility ' (Gibson Graham 2005) for envisaging the construction of not only different economic systems, but also social ones. When tied to the post 1989 move from the 'big' politics of the Cold War to the more grounded expressions of radicalism through the likes of Chatterton's (2006) 'uncommon ground' we see that activism can exist in normative, practiced and overlooked acts. It is these acts that this paper is interested in.
Even the spaces termed rural, despite their often conservative portrayal, can be seen to express and even generate radical currents when we explore the everyday. Yet, rural geography remains, I would argue unfairly, regarded as quaint, charming, chocolatebox-esque. As Halfacree highlights, 'the rural [it is assumed] reproduces stasis ' (2014:515) . While successful attempts to highlight the dynamism of the rural continue to be published, there remains an underlying discourse in many academic circles that rural geography is slow, static and altogether dull. The political fervour that Philo spoke of in his 1992 commentary on 'Neglected Rural Geographies' has seemingly slackened.
Thus, while we do now consider the rural beyond his notion of 'Mr Average' (Philo, 1997) , there is still, particularly in a British context, a sense of reticence around the notion of a political rural geography or a 'radical rural' (Halfacree, 2007) . Political ' (2002:x) Isin speaks of the lack of work which focuses upon 'those moments of becoming political' -it is these moments to which I attend in arguing that radical rurality has to begin and end with everyday life. The aim of this paper, then, is to explore the ways in whichthe ways in which the rural offers people opportunities to enact and articulate changes towards more just forms of society. My argument concerns the space of (rural) politics as well as the politics of space, particularly around the control and use of land, and the related histories of dispossession and displacement. In doing so this paper serves as a reminder of rural geography's political potential and the benefits of cross-fertilisation, and encourages future conversations between political, social and rural geographies (and geographers). I therefore seek to remedy what I see as,
to borrow from Philo (1992) , a recently neglected rural geography.
Grounding the radical rural
Rural geography has come far since its inception, and particularly since the 1970's has addressed poverty, deprivation and social welfare in rural areas, rural governance and politics, social difference and experiences of rural life, and rural culture and media representations. Within this period there has been a shift in focus away from a predominantly agricultural emphasis and towards the social, and subsequently towards both the cultural and the political. Of note in evidencing this shift are those works which emphasize that rurality is a social construct, largely centered around ideas of the idyll (Bunce 1994 (Bunce , 2003 Cloke, 2003; Halfacree, 1996; Little and Austin, 1996; Mingay, 1989; Newby, 1979; Short, 1991; Shucksmith, 2016 Williams, 1973 One strand of these emergent geographies pointed to a range of radical rurals. This work by authors such as Little (2015) and Halfacree (1997 Halfacree ( , 2007 Halfacree ( , 2008 , has tackled issues including counter-urbanisation, mobility, the post-productivist countryside and ideas of critical modernism. Recognition of the radical potential of new rural practices is perhaps most integral to Halfacree's (2007) work on 'trial by space' a paper which uses Lefevre's model of space to analyse the ways in which the radical can be rural. Through this lens, Halfacree creates space for future studies to appreciate that "radical ruralities'
can [thus be seen] to take many forms ' (2007:131) , offering notions of difference which, in Lefebvre's terms, aim to 'shatter' the 'system' (1991 Lefebvre's terms, aim to 'shatter' the 'system' ( [1974 :372 in Halfacree, 2007:131) . All of this confirms Merriman's conclusion that, 'radical politics has to begin and end in everyday life ' ( :79 quoted in Halfacree, 2007 .
Leisure practices have often taken centre stage in studies of everyday life (Lefebvre, 2014) and thus appear key for exploring this radical potential of the rural, yet, in rural geography, leisure was until recently framed as distinct from more permanent migration and thus studies of leisure were resigned to rural consumption, rather than attributed to a radical rurality. However, Halfacree (2014) (Halfacree, 2014:516) which acknowledges the temporary use of rural space.
David Sibley (2003) offers similar conclusions in acknowledging the ability of marginalised or 'neglected' others to enable researchers to understand rural divisions.
Offering a psychogeographic stance on rural issues he posits that movement is troublesome because it differs from the dominant view of the rural as homogenous and bounded, encapsulating certain social and cultural qualities (Sibley, 2003:219) .
Discussing the privileging of knowledge and subsequent discourse of ownership, Sibley 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 (Donnelly, 1986:227) . It is within these literatures that the current reminder is situated, seeking to explore the ways in which the quiet politics associated with issues of mobility, access and ownership can realise a different relationship with land and reassert the need for conversations beyond sub-disciplinary boundaries.
Researching Methods'Out-dwellings'
To substantiate this argument I turn to the material and social worlds of the 'out- It is upon these two building types, 1 that I situate the notion of a quiet politics. This is a term that I propose to denote a politics which is active, present, but discreet in its operations. Not paraded, not publicised, but equally forceful in enacting change. It is a politics which allows for a radical rural machine. In this case it is the rural therefore that becomes 'the space that enabled various strategies of becoming political' (Mason, 2013:281) . These moments of becoming are, as Holloway (2002 Holloway ( , 2010 would suggest, cracks in the system which often go unnoticed yet upon convergence have the potential for great change. The following arguments thus seek to address the less obvious, the overlooked and the more potentially progressive, even radical, nature of 'out-dwelling'
as a political endeavour.
The data for this paper was gathered through analysis of the MBA archive currently What follows will be structured around the following four themes; conspicuous consumption, political concern, transgressive mobility, and land ownership. In doing so the article draws together an argument concerning the use of rural land and the quiet 1 See Hunt (2016) for further details. 
Conspicuous consumption of everyday leisure
The first focus of this paper concerns who has the right to be, and where. Here I turn to questions over access to leisure, beginning with a comment from leading land rights activist and scholar Andy Wightman:
The hunting estate remains the dominant landholding framework in the should not be neglected, or seen in its own words as having followed 'it's steady and uncontroversial course' (MBA Newsletter, 1984) , never challenging the status-quo, or in Isin's phrase, 'becoming political ' (2002:x) . Rather, its inception was, like the Kinder Scout Mass Trespass of 1932, 'a cultural moment of great significance' (Donnelly 1986:211) , and crucial for later campaigns to improve legislative protection of countryside access. While the MBA may not have possessed the ability or impetus wholly to overrule the power which legitimises this concentration of access, restrictions and hegemony of use, the development of an organisation (later afforded charitable status) which puts bodies onto land from which they were once denied, arguably tackles the notion of a 'special kind of power', and tackles the hegemonic control of land access. Rather than accepting the Scottish landscape as all but a wet desert lest for a few stags (Monbiot, 2013) , the MBA have for over 50 years insisted on putting people back in the picture. Therefore, 'out-dwelling' is unavoidably implicated in discussions about the redistribution of power over land in Scotland, and consequently located within a To many the original texts which host these changes will, admittedly, read as dry, technical and perhaps rather impenetrable. Indeed, such technocratic language is the bureaucrat's greatest weapon. Many do not (or cannot) engage with this language, misunderstand it, avoid it, become bored by it and, as a result, fail to challenge it. Yet, this consultation nevertheless generated 787 consultation responses, demonstrating the It is clear to see that these are revolutionary times. Quiet perhaps but forceful too. All of these agendas put Scottish people, and other citizens, more in touch with the land, a common resource which, over time, has been stripped away from the hands of the many and concentrated into the hands of the few. Monbiot (2013) talks of re-wilding people as well as lands and both cultures point this way, providing the means and impetus for people to engage with Scotland, beyond the urban, reclaiming ownership or at least access to the land that for decades they have been denied. These cultures have made space in legislation, space in the imagination and, perhaps most importantly, space for better informed dialogue, for talking, growing and shaping ideas for a Scottish future.
With the Scottish Land Use Policy set for an update in 2017 there is potential for change in how outdoor leisure is accessed and practised.
The political as an active 'out-dweller' concern
In order to argue for 'out-dwellings' as demonstrative of a quiet politics, I turn next to the idea ofnext posit this culture as resistant to the current social condition. 'Outdwelling' activities have thus far been neglected as a subject of academic concern and, therefore, fall within Philo's (1992) suggested 'neglected rural geographies'. Though practised by 'ordinary people' and through everyday activities, this is still a 'counter culture' (interviewee Giles), aligned with counter-urbanisation. 'Out-dwelling' culture adds an element of temporality to this phenomena of the counter-urban, since these are people who do not move permanently, they likely return to city (or town) lives.
However their ideals may remain comparable to those who move permanently to the countryside. And as Halfacree has more recently acknowledged, there is space for a Pollan's (2008:xi) conclusion that the hut is a place to 'launch critiques on society'. While the draw of the wilds or the call of nature is often portrayed as therapeutic (Conradson, 2005) without thorough refection on the validity of that claim, there is also evidence to endorse Halfacree's (1997:75) conclusions that 'abstract universal needs' are both situated and date-stamped. Thus 'out-dwelling' can be read within discussions of the postmodern condition of contemporary society which creates a reactionary rurality as individuals scramble to find meaningful identities in a society which no longer affords it. Rather than dismissing this as 'a reactionary premodern nostalgic response', Halfacree (1997:81-83) argues for a 'hidden subversiveness' in these ideas, arguing that such practices could be read as 'a form or dialectical synthesis between postmodernism and premodernism, refracted through the modernist concern for order', or, in other words, an ability to see the benefit that traditional notions of order could have in finding have, therefore, established a new niche in contemporary society, one embracing both forward and backward glances to navigate the present. Rather than purely offering an escape from the modern, 'out-dwelling' can be seen as both a marker of existential concerns and a way to gain a sense of belonging in today's world. It is here that counter-urbanisation has 'the potential (whether or not realised) to feed into radical critiques of postmodern capitalist society' (Halfacree, 2008:485) . I argue that this potential is being realised here, in relation to 'out-dwellings'.
What I am drawing attention to is a small-scaled version of radicalism, quiet in its operations. It often goes largely unnoticed. Yet, it brings with it certain strength. Several users of 'out-dwellings' spoke of using these buildings to educate their children on a new way of life, a connection to land and older values with which to tackle future issues. Reduce, recycle, reuse here are set amidst ideas of thriftiness, a seeming integrity in making new from old. Huts in particular might not always have been seen to be progressive, not by all at least. One user spoke of being embarrassed to have a hut in his youth, the fashion then (and arguably now) was for holidays abroad. A hut spoke of poverty, not the well-publicised ascetic aesthetic which presently appeals. Today, however, interviewee James is aware of the potential of hutting, particularly as a result of recent events.
I think it's extremely political, yeah. I probably didnae always. I didn't really find it much thought until recently, but the combination of the rent strike, the buyout process and what reforesting Scotland…, Thousand Huts are doing, has
highlighted to me just how political it is. The radical potential is recognised by members of this culture and it is arguably growing, poised perfectly amidst current changes in access to leisure and land.
However, it is not only institutions, rallies, or campaigns which can politicise an issue.
'Out-dwellings' are first radical in their capacity to use the past as both a progressive and palliative force for dealing with today's society.
Nobody move: mobility as transgressive
Issues of movement have also enabled 'out-dwelling' culture to trouble the imagined boundaries of a homogenous rural. Just as fractures in the imagined community of the idyll can impact upon the dominant view of the rural as cohesive, so too can this sort of 'nomadism' (Halfacree, 2007:133) Within Scotland, although the 'right to roam' has been confirmed in law, this does not preclude the radical resonance of 'out-dwelling's inherent mobility. The mobility in question here pertains to the movement of persons to and from these 'out-dwelling' spaces, a movement afforded increased status due the temporary use of these buildings.
'Out-dwellings' are not places where people live, they are places that people visit and to visit requires one to arrive, and to leave. Here I draw upon Sibley's (2003) psychoanalytic analysis of movement within the rural environment which sees transience as troublesome, because it clashes with the dominant and sedentary view of rural life. Although formed in the unconscious, these anxieties evidence themselves in social, cultural and spatial practice as in the case of Sibley's (1997 Sibley's ( , 2003 historic Such diversity went too far beyond the model of a bounded rural: while known others were acceptable, the unknown remained intolerable. As Sibley (2003) continues, theseThese ideas of exclusion and transgression are often class-based and it is often the less economically advantaged, who are excluded from the imagined (British) rural vision (Sibley 2003) . In 'out-dwelling' there is certainly an element of this exclusion.
While relationships between Carbeth hutters and their neighbours are generally good, interviewees within the hutting community had nonetheless subjected to crude insults from certain quarters of the surrounding populous: 'they breed like rabbits up there'
(interviewee Hannah). (Monbiot, 2013) for profit and leisure. Mobility therefore highlights the 'difference machine' of the rural wherein movement to and from the rural becomes a quietly political act.
Who owns Scotland?
Finally, in attempting to re-envisage the right to land I turn to address land ownership.
Carving out political space for these activities , however, does not automatically create physical space. Land ownership, rather than public access, public consciousness or physical mobility, is Scotland's key problem. While figures vary, it has been argued that in 2010, 60% of rural Scottish land was owned by just 969 people (Wightman, 2013) , the most concentrated pattern of land ownership in Europe (Sellar, 2006:101) . Again channelling Gramscian sentiments we come to what writer Gronemeyer calls 'elegant power', a power which 'is characterized as generally unrecognisable, concealed and inconspicuous' (Wightman, 2013:3) . As Lorimer (1997:11) 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 The purpose of this article however is not to unpick how land has been stripped from the masses into the hands of the few. Nor is it to argue, as others have done, that this is a post-colonial landscape, living with the legacy of oppression (MacPhail, 2002; Hunter, 1995) . Rather, what I seek to do here is highlight the way in which 'out-dwellings' pick at these threads, unweaving the fabric of power which stretches across Scotland. 'Outdwelling' is thus an effective tool for levering change by which to reclaim land -small tracts admittedly -for re-peopling the landscape, temporarily, simply, through dwelling for leisure.
Within hutting circles some of those interviewed owned land and this, they admitted, was a 'privilege' (interviewee Douglas). But even these few were quick to emphasise that land ownership was a key issue in 'out-dwelling' provision. Without it users are continually at risk of eviction and their hut being destroyed. Without ownership hutters have no control over the future and less incentive to invest in 'their place'. Emma, an artist who shares a hut on the west coast with her family, was one such person, at risk from eviction as her hut, while privately owned, was located on Forestry Commission land. Bought for just £500 her family had paid a 'couple of hundred' in annual rent in the 1970s rising to £800 by 2014. Insecurity was hence key to her experience, 'so in a way we've been throwing away money every year because we didn't own the land…
[and] 'if you don't own the land … you can be asked to remove the house in a remote spot'. Historically her family's lease was renewed every ten years. It had been for
decades. Yet at the last renewal the lease was given only four years, leaving Emma and her family in a state of uncertainty, precarious ownership resulting in 'panic stations'
and a dread about the future which tainted those years. There is an important point to 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 This place, 'Glennan the verb' (interviewee Emma), was worth so much more than money, yet she could not invest, materially or emotionally in securing this site and her experiences, until ownership was obtained. One hutter circumvented this problem by buying her land by unusual means. Obtaining a half acre plot on which to site her hut through a 'be a Scottish Laird' scheme which aimed to sell small plots of land to those overseas, she capitalised on the commercialisation of North American nostalgia for the 'motherland'. Notably these are still available on Amazon at a cost of £19.99 for one square foot. With regulations of 30 square feet currently set this would allow hutters to By 2011, around 425,000 acres of land across Scotland was owned by differing sorts of community-based arrangements (Wightman 2011:151) . Land, it was supposed, would as a consequence be easier to come by. Bryden and Geisler (2007:25) emphasise the connections between landownership and community, arguing that 'the community's right to buy is fundamentally a right "to be" and to secure a place-based arena of common identity and interests, protected by legal title'. Their argument thus suggests that community participation is somewhat 'hollow' if not supported by property rights, in their view 'a key form of empowerment' (Bryden and Geisler, 2007:26) . The benefit of ownership over access is certainly a challenge for future hutting development.
The discussion of community power is compounded by Mackenzie et al.'s (2004) appraisal of the role, creation and reworking of community in the new political spaces afforded by the 'legal watershed' (Bryden and Geisler, 2007:28) away from the dispossession of the past. Thus they link conceptually to ideas of local resistance and the ways in which reclamation of that which was lost is key to a 'culture of resistance ' (Said, 1994 :226 in Mackenzie et al., 2004 . Subsequently, the argument holds, rather than being acted upon as subjects in the increasingly globalised world, community ownership offers a means of remaking collective subject identities, changing 'practices of the self' (Foucault, 1985:28) and contesting an 'economy of sameness ' (Gibson-Graham, 2003:54 'radical means "going to the root" and we're a long way from that. This Bill is just the start' (cited in Learmonth, 2013) . Without fundamental reform of land ownership in Scotland it is likely impossible to encourage hutting across the whole of the nation and therefore the quiet politics of 'out-dwelling' has real strength in its potential. While highlighting the dangers of a polemical attitude toward landowners and users, there remains room for a radicalism of landownership imbued in these cultures. It is the next bulwark to be challenged, the new frontier for this culture of quiet politics. The movement towards ownership marks a way to tackle these ideas of who owns Scotland, and a means of reconnecting people with land.
Conclusion
As the editors of this journal have recently noted, 'a full view of the political must attend … to the politics of everyday, including questions of … marginalization' (Daley et al, 2017:4) . I have followed that assertion in making the claim for increased recognition of a radical rural and calling for more work which emphasises the political nature of seemingly 'provincial' (Chakrabarty, 2000) sites of study. Of late it appears that rural geography, and particularly rural geography that attends to the radical potential of the rural, has been under-represented in academic conversations -especially those conversations which take place outside of the Journal of Rural Studies. Yet, as
Mason (2013) states, 'it' is indeed 'kicking off everywhere' and this includes the radicalism of 'out-dwelling's quiet politics which offers a steady, seeping change, uncloaked in rurality and unnoticed yet powerful in its effects. While the larger political changes of the Arab Spring, Trumpism and Brexit might be more impactful and publicised, let us not overlook alternatives, not quash the attempts at change of cultures (like 'out-dwelling') for not offering a dramatic, and rapid enough shift. The same impetus abounds, a similar rising tide of discontent, of push for change, of response to the world in which people have found themselves. These 'episodes of reaction' (Mason, 2013:262) emphasise the spatial politics of everyday leisure and land where alterity to 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25  26  27  28  29  30  31  32  33  34  35  36  37  38  39  40  41  42  43  44  45  46  47  48  49  50  51  52  53  54  55  56  57  58  59  60 
